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CERTIFICATE UNDER 37 CFR 1.8: 




REPLY TO EXAMINER ANSWER 



Assistant Commissioner for Patents 
Washington, D.C 20231 

Dear Sir: 

Pursuant to 37 CFR 1.193, Applicants submit a Reply to the Examiner's Answer in the 
above appeal dated April 29, 2003 ("Answer"). 

In the Answer, the Examiner repeated on pages 3-5 the rejection set forth in the Final 
Office Action dated March 18, 2002 ("Final Office Action"), which Applicants traversed in the 
Appeal Brief. 

1. Reply To Examiner's Answer With Respect to the Claims in Group I (Claims 1 . 2, 4-7, 
IK 12, 13. 15-18. 22, 23,25-28) 

In responding to Applicant's argument as to why the portions of Dedrick cited in the Final 
Office Action do not teach or suggest the claim requirement of accessing at least one content file 
by querying a second database table using values in one received customer record in a first 
database table, and then generating the content of each accessed file in the received output 
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material, the Examiner cited col. 8, lines 27-31 of Dedrick. (Answer, pgs. 6-7) Applicants note 
that the Examiner did not cite to col. 8 of Dedrick when rejecting these claims in the previous 
Final Office Action. 

The cited col. 8 discusses an appraisal agent that can search yellow page servers to locate 
electronic content that matches the end user's profile data, which may indicate information, such 
as advertisements, that the user wants to view. (Dedrick, col. 8, lines 20-30) The appraisal agent 
accesses the user profile data to use for a search criteria for electronic advertisements the user 
wants to view. Once located, the advertisement is returned to the end user. Id., col. 8, lines 37- 
47). 

Although the cited Dedrick discusses using user profile information to search for 
advertisements from yellow page servers, nowhere does the cited Dedrick anywhere teach or 
suggest the claim requirement that each content file accessed by querying a second database table 
using values in a customer record is generated into output material. Instead, Dedrick mentions 
returning advertisements or the title of advertisements (col. 8, line 64 to col. 9, line 24), but 
nowhere teaches or suggests the claim requirement of generating content of each accessed 
content file, accessed by querying a second database, into the output material. 

On page 7 of the Answer, the Examiner mentions the "Sherman teaching", but nowhere 
cites to any Sherman reference, nor was a "Sherman" reference mentioned in the rejection of 
claims 1, 1 1, and 21. 

In the Answer, the Examiner maintains the position that the cited col. 9, lines 7-15 and 
FIG. 15 of Tackbary teaches the claim requirement of transmitting the output material via a 
selected delivery option. (Answer, pg. 7) The cited col. 9 of Tackbary mentions a mail box 
mode to allow a user to electronically select a method by which a card is sent. Applicants 
continue to traverse the finding that Tackbary teaches the claim requirement of transmitting the 
output material because nowhere does the cited Tackbary nor Dedrick teach the claim 
requirements of storing the delivery option in a customer record whose values are used to query a 
database to access the content for the output material. The Examiner does not cite any art that 
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suggests such a claimed combination and, thus, is proposing modifications to the cited prior art 
that are nowhere taught or suggested in the cited art. 

The Examiner further argues that it is appropriate to combine the references. (Answer, 
pg. 8). However, even if one modifies Dedrick with Tackbary as the Examiner proposes, the 
proposed modification still only teaches that a user may select a delivery method. Nowhere does 
the proposed modification of Tackbary anywhere teach or suggest that the delivery option be 
stored in a customer record whose values are used to query a database to access the content for 
the output material. Thus, the proposed modification still fails to teach the combined claim 
requirements. 

Accordingly, Applicants request the Board to reverse the Examiner's decision with 
respect to claims 1,12, and 22 because the Examiner has failed to cite art in the Answer that 
teaches or suggests the claim requirements discussed above. 

Applicants further request the Board to reverse the Examiner's decision with respect to 
claims 2-11, 13-21, and 23-32 in Group I because these claims depend from claims 1,12, and 22, 
which are patentable over the cited art for the reasons discussed above. 

2. Reply To Examiner's Answer With Respect to the Claims in Group II (Claims 3. 14, and 
241 

Claims 3, 14, and 24 depend from claims 1,12, and 22 and further require that 
generating the customer records comprises executing a mining program against a database 
including customer information to determine information to populate at least one customer 
record from the customer. 

In responding in the Answer to Applicants arguments that the cited col. 1 , line 37 to col. 
2, line 15 of Dedrick does not teach or suggest the additional requirements of claim 3, 14, and 24, 
the Examiner cited new sections of Dedrick, including col. 5, lines 54-59 and col. 6, lines 58-59, 
as teaching these claim requirements. (Answer, pg. 9) Applicants traverse the findings that these 
additional sections of Dedrick cited in the Answer teach the additional requirements of claims 3, 
14, and 24. 
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The cited col. 5 mentions that the personal profile database may also include additional 
information for a user, such as credit card numbers, social security numbers, mailing addresses, 
etc. Nowhere does the cited col. 5 anywhere teach or suggest that when generating the customer 
records, a mining program is executed against a database including customer information to 
determine information to populate the customer record. 

The cited col. 6 mentions that information from monitoring the user activity can be added 
to the personal profile database for a user, such as information on a piece of electronic 
information made available to the end user for consumption. Nowhere does this cited section 
anywhere teach or suggest the use of a mining program to determine information to populate a 
customer record as claimed. 

Nowhere do the newly cited cols. 1 and 2 of Dedrick anywhere suggest how to get 
customer information to add to a customer record as claimed using a mining program, which is 
stored in the first database. 

Accordingly, Applicants submit that the Examiner has failed to cite art in his Answer that 
teaches or suggests the requirements of claims 3, 14, and 24. 

3. Reply To Examiner's Answer With Respect to the Claims in Group III (Claims 8. 19. and 
29} 

Claims 8, 19, and 29 in Group III are patentable over the cited art because they depend 
from claims 1,12, and 22, which are patentable over the cited art for the reasons discussed 
above. Moreover, the claims in Group III are separately patentable over the cited art for the 
reasons discussed below. 

Claims 8, 19, and 29 depend from claims 1, 12, and 22 and further require processing a 
template including queries of records in the second database table. These claims require that 
accessing at least one file using values in one received customer record comprises accessing at 
least one value in a field in one customer record to include in a query against the second database 
table and applying the query against the second database to determine a record associated with a 
file including fields matching the query. The accessed file is associated with the determined 
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record. In such case, generating the content into the output material comprises generating the 
content into the template, which forms the output material. 

In refuting Applicants arguments of patentability in the Answer, the Examiner cites to 
col. 14, lines 60-62 of Dedrick. (Answer, pg. 10) The cited col. 14 mentions that an interactive 
process may allow the end user to answer queries and take alternate paths to external data. 
Nowhere does the cited col. 14 anywhere teach or remotely suggest the claim requirements of a 
template including queries of records in a second database table and accessing a value in one 
customer record to include in the query against the second database table. 

Accordingly, Applicants submit that the Examiner has failed to cite art in his Answer 
that teaches or suggests the requirements of claims 8, 19, and 29. 

4. Reply To Examiner's Answer With Respect to the Claims in Group IV (Claims 9. 20, and 
30) 

Claims 9, 20, and 30 in Group IV are patentable over the cited art because they depend 
from claims 1,12, and 22, which are patentable over the cited art for the reasons discussed 
above. Moreover, the claims in Group IV are separately patentable over the cited art for the 
reasons discussed below. 

Claims 9, 20, and 30 depend from claims 8, 19, and 29 and further require that there are 
multiple files for each query, wherein the records associated with the files for each query have 
different values in at least one field, and wherein determining the record comprises determining 
the record from the files associated with the query that matches the search criteria. 

The Examiner cited col. 14, lines 60-62 of Dedrick and FIGs. 3-5 in refuting Applicants' 
arguments of patentability in the Appeal Brief. (Answer, pg. 1 1). The cited col. 14 mentions 
that an interactive process may allow the end user to answer queries and take alternate paths to 
external data. Nowhere does the cited col. 14 anywhere teach or suggest multiple content files 
for each query, wherein the records associated with the files have different values, such that one 
of the records whose values match the query is determined. 
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Accordingly, Applicants submit that the Examiner has failed to cite art in his Answer that 
teaches or suggests the above discussed requirements of claims 9, 20, and 30. 

5. Reply To Examiner's Answer With Respect to the Claims in Group V (Claims 10. 2 h and 
111 

Claims 10, 21 , and 3 1 in Group V are patentable over the cited art because they depend 
from claims 1, 12, and 22, which are patentable over the cited art for the reasons discussed 
above. Moreover, the claims in Group V are separately patentable over the cited art for the 
reasons discussed below. 

Claims 10, 21, and 3 1 depend from claims 9, 20, and 30 and further require that each 
query is maintained in a container in the template, wherein the file having the associated record 
that matches the query is generated into the container, further comprising resizing the appearance 
of the file content generated into the containers in the output material. 

In the Answer, the Examiner cited col. 3, line 50 of Dedrick to refute the Applicant's 
arguments in the Appeal Brief. (Answer, pg. 11) The cited col. 3 mentions consumer variables 
providing information on a user profile. Nowhere does the cited col. 3 anywhere teach or suggest 
the claim requirement that each query is maintained in a container in the template and resizing 
the appearance of the file content generated into the containers in the output material. 

Accordingly, Applicants submit that the Examiner has failed to cite art in his Answer that 
teaches or suggests the requirements of claims 10, 21, and 31. 
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Conclusion 



The rejections of claims 1-32 in the Final Office Action is improper and should be 
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reversed. 
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